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The M. S. Roberts Site (41HE8): Archaeological 
Investigations at a Caddo Mound Site in the Upper Neches 
River Basin in East Texas
Timothy K. Perttula, Mark Walters, and Bo Nelson
Introduction and Previous Archaeological Work
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Neches River basin in East Texas (Figure 1) was by University of Texas (UT) archaeologists in 1931 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????
Figure 1. General location of the M. S. Roberts (41HE8) and Walter Brigham (41HE410) sites in East Texas. 
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 No further archaeological work was done at the site until January 2015 when a surface collection was 
obtained at the site with the permission of the landowners, Jim and Denise Renfroe (Perttula and Walters 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
mound, and an aerial survey of the site was done by Arlo McKee (University of Texas at Dallas) to map 
the topography of the landform, the earthen mound, and its associated borrow pit, as well as reconstruct 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????
Roberts site to conduct additional investigations, including remote sensing (see McKinnon et.al., this vol-
ume) of a 2.8 acre area over and around the mound, more shovel tests and the excavation of three 1 x 1 m 
units (Units 1-3), and a surface reconnaissance of landforms to the east of the site to ascertain if the site 
boundaries continued to the east (see Appendix 1, this article). The main purpose of the latter archaeo-
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
(2), to locate and sample well-preserved non-mound habitation deposits and obtain charred plant remains 
???? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
features in the mound, and hopefully obtain charred plant remains or unburned animal bones from these 
deposits for AMS dating.
Excavations in the Mound
 Two 1 x 1 m units (Unit 1 and 3) were excavated in the mound at the M. S. Roberts site, one unit in 
each of the two mound lobes detected in the remote sensing (Figure 2). The southwestern corner of Unit 
1 is at N88 E 45 in the remote sensing grid, while Unit 3’s remote sensing grid coordinate is N70 E45 
(Figure 3a-b).
 Unit 1 excavations encountered a number of sediment zones in the mound below Zone 1, a dark 
yellowish-brown sandy loam plow zone (Figures 4a-b and 5a-b), and to a depth of ca. 105 cm bs at 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
dark yellowish-brown sandy loam (Zone 5). A dark grayish-brown sandy loam with gray clay as well 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
and yellow sandy loam with mottled clumps.
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????
 Unit 3 excavations did not encounter any clear evidence for burned Caddo buildings in the 100 cm 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
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?????????????????????????????????? ???????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
and additional shovel tests.
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Figure 3. Unit excavations: a, looking south at Units 1 (foreground) and 3 (background) on the earthen 
????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Photographs provided by Mark Walters.
a.
b.
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??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
Walters).
a.
b.
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????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
Walters).
a.
b.
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a.
b.
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
Walters).
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? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
¼-inch mesh and only the upper 10 cm were screened in Unit 3. These excavations recovered numerous 
ceramic vessel sherds in these deposits (approximately 71 percent of the total number of artifacts in the 
two units), animal bones and wood charcoal from various depths in Zones 2-4, and a large section of a 
mud dauber nest in Zone 2b (Table 1).
Table 1. Distribution of artifacts from Units 1 and 3 on the mound at the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Depth PS DS AB WC LD MD Other N
(cm bs)
_________________________________________________________________________________________
????? ??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ???? ??
?????? ??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ???? ??
20-30 28 10 1 4 - - 1 FCR 44
30-35 9 4 - 5 - 1 - 19
37 - - 4 - - - - 4
54 - - 7 - - - - 7
77 - - 3 - - - - 3
80 - - - 11 - - - 11
Back dirt 2 - - - - - - 2
_________________________________________________________________________________________
??????? ??? ??? ??? ??? ?? ?? ?? ???
_________________________________________________________________________________________
???????????????????????????????????? ??????????????? ??????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????-
???????????????????????????
Excavations and Shovel Tests in off-Mound Areas
 Additional shovel tests both north, south, and east of the mound at the M. S. Roberts site has identi-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
part of the site also suggested that there were likely cultural pit features in this area (see McKinnon et. 
al., this volume). 
 Unit 2 was excavated to 50 cm bs (Figure 7). Sediments in the unit included a ca. 15 cm thick 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
loam (Zone 2), and a dark yellowish-brown sandy loam zone (Zone 3) that extended to at least 50 cm 
bs. Zone 2 likely represents an unplowed portion of a shallowly buried Caddo occupation horizon. There 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
ca. 28 cm in diameter, with straight walls and a rounded base (see Figure 7). Ceramic vessel sherds were 
most abundant between 10-20 cm bs, ceramic pipe sherds occurred only between 20-30 cm bs, and wood 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
the recovered artifacts are ceramic vessel sherds.
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Table 2. Distribution of artifacts from Unit 2 at the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Depth PS DS CPS AB WC NS LD Other N
(cm bs)
_________________________________________________________________________________________
????? ??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ??
?????? ??? ??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ??
20-30 12 2 3 - 4 3 3 - 27
30-40 17 4 - - 1 3 3 - 28
40-50 15 2 - - 10 2 2 1 Mano 32
_________________________________________________________________________________________
??????? ??? ??? ?? ?? ??? ?? ??? ?? ???
_________________________________________________________________________________________
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????? ??????????????????????????????
LD=lithic debris
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in relatively thick (75+ cm) yellowish-brown A- and E-horizon sediments. In ST 34, a dark brown sandy 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
bs in ST 34. A clay B-horizon was encountered in only one of these shovel tests (ST 30) in the northwest-
ern part of the landform (see Figure 2), at 75 cm bs.
?????????? ????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????
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Table 3. Descriptions of positive shovel tests at the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
ST Number Description Artifacts
_________________________________________________________________________________________
25 0-100 cm+, yellowish-brown sandy loam ceramic sherds, 20-40 cm bs
??? ?????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????
??? ?????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
? ? ??????????????????????????
28 0-100 cm+, yellowish-brown sandy loam ceramic sherds, 0-40 cm bs
??? ????????????????????????????????????? ????????????????????
 75-79 cm+, strong brown clay cm bs
??? ????????????????????????????????????? ????????????????????
 44-50 cm+, grayish-brown sandy loam cm bs
33 0-50 cm+, yellowish-brown sandy loam ceramic sherds, 0-40 cm bs
??? ????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
? ????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????
? ?????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
? ? ???????????????????????????
? ? ??????????????????????????
??? ????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
? ? ????????????????????????????
? ? ???????????????????????
? ? ?????????????????????????
??? ????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????
  lithic debris, 0-20 cm bs
??? ?????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
42 0-100 cm+, yellowish-brown sandy loam ceramic sherds and
  lithic debris, 0-20 cm bs
??? ?????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????
44 0-100 cm+, yellowish-brown sandy loam lithic debris, 20-40 cm bs
_________________________________________________________________________________________
 Only low densities of artifacts have been recovered in shovel tests north and east of the earthen 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
facts per square meter of archaeological deposits.
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Table 4. Distribution of artifacts in surface collections and in the positive shovel tests at the M. S. 
Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
ST No. PS DS LD AB NS BC MD N
_________________________________________________________________________________________
25 - 1 - - - - - 1
??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?
27 1 - 1 - - - - 2
28 5 - - - - - - 5
30 1 - - - - - - 1
31 2 - - - - - - 2
33 3 - - - - - - 3
34 4 3 1 3 - - 1 12
35 14 4 4 1 2 - - 25
??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ??
41 - 1 - - - - - 1
42 1 - 1 - - - - 2
43 1 - - - - - - 1
44 - - 1 - - - - 1
Subtotal 38 13 13 4 2 - 1 71
Surface 75 49 4 3 - 2 - 133
_________________________________________________________________________________________
??????? ???? ??? ??? ?? ?? ?? ?? ???
_________________________________________________________________________________________
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
nest fragment
 The mean density of artifacts in the shovel testing is 5.1 per positive shovel test, or ca. 40.8 artifacts 
per square meter of archaeological deposits. The highest densities of artifacts—and the only shovel tests 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
habitation deposit not far to the southeast of the earthen mound (see Figure 2).
Material Culture Assemblage
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
????????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
bone-tempered vessels. Another 121 ceramic vessel sherds and seven chipped stone artifacts were recov-
???????????????????????????????????????????????? ????????????????????????
34 Journal of Northeast Texas Archaeology 71 (2017)
Table 5. Ceramic Wares from the January 2016 investigations at the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Ware Grog-tempered Bone-tempered N
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Plain 258 17 275
Utility 82 7 89
Fine 24 - 24
_________________________________________________________________________________________
??????? ???? ??? ???
_________________________________________________________________________________________
? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
sherds with incised elements (49 percent of the utility wares), including sherds with cross-hatched, di-
?????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
element (Figure 8c).
Table 6. Decorative methods and elements in the January 2016 ceramic sherd sample from the 
M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Decorative Method and Element Rim Body N
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Utility Ware
Appliqued
????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
straight appliqued ridge - 1 1
Brushed
opposed brushed - 1 1
parallel brushed - 10 10
Brushed-Incised
parallel brushed and overlying diagonal incised lines - 1 1
Brushed-Incised-Punctated
vertical punctated row, vertical brushing, and diagonal - 1 1
  incised lines overlying brushing marks
Brushed-Punctated
parallel brushed with tool punctated row through the brushing - 1 1
Incised
cross-hatched incised lines - 9 9
curvilinear incised line - 1 1
diagonal incised lines 2 1 3
horizontal and diagonal incised lines 1 - 1
horizontal and opposed diagonal incised lines 1 - 1
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Table 6. Decorative methods and elements in the January 2016 ceramic sherd sample from the 
M. S. Roberts site, cont.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Decorative Method and Element Rim Body N
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Utility Ware
horizontal and vertical incised lines 1 - 1
opposed incised lines - 2 2
parallel incised lines - 10 10
straight incised line - 15 15
vertical incised lines 1 - 1
Incised-Punctated
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
???????????????????????????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
Punctated
circular punctated rows - 1 1
????????????????????????? ?? ??? ??
?????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
tool punctated rows 1 7 8
linear tool punctated rows 1 2 3
Fine Ware
Engraved
bracket el. - 1 1
curvilinear engraved line - 2 2
diagonal engraved lines - 1 1
horizontal engraved lines 1 - 1
horizontal and diagonal engraved lines - 1 1
opposed engraved lines - 1 1
parallel engraved lines - 4 4
rectilinear engraved element 1 - 1
straight engraved line - 4 4
Red-Slipped
int./ext. red-slipped - 3 3
ext. red-slipped - 5 5
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Totals 11 102 113
_________________________________________________________________________________________
 Punctated sherds comprise 28 percent of the utility wares in this sample from the M. S. Roberts site, 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
itself, as well as vertical tool punctated rows along the edges of the handle (Figure 9).
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???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
 Sherds with brushed decorative elements, either as the sole form of decoration, or in combination 
with brushed-incised, brushed-punctated, and brushed-incised-punctated (see Figure 8a) elements, com-
prise 15.7 percent of the utility ware sherds (see Table 8). The brushed, brushed-incised, and brushed-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
 Other utility wares have appliqued (2.2 percent of the utility wares) and incised-punctated (4.5 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tions (see Figure 8b).
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
on carinated bowls and bowls. Two have a single curvilinear engraved line, and may be from bottles, and 
one rim has rectilinear engraved elements. One body sherd has an engraved bracket element (see Figure 
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Figure 9. Punctated rim and punctated handle ceramic sherd, ST 35, 20-40 cm bs.
????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
rubbed in the engraved lines, but none of the engraved sherds have a red slip. However, 33 percent of 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
sherds is from a bottle (Unit 2, 40-50 cm bs). These sherds are likely from Sanders Slipped vessels (see 
?????????? ????????????????????????????
 Three ceramic pipe sherds from grog-tempered long-stemmed Red River style pipes (see Hoffman 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
mm in wall thickness, and the one rim sherd has a rounded lip and 3.4 mm thick walls. These sherds are 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????????
????????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????
the sherds are from vessels tempered with grog (either as the sole temper or in association with burned 
bone), and 11.3 percent of the sherds are from vessels tempered with burned bone. Sherds from utility 
ware vessels comprise 79.1 percent of the decorated sherds, and most of these are from vessels with 
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?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in the M. S. Roberts assemblage are either from engraved or red-slipped vessels (see Table 7). The 
proportion of red-slipped sherds in the decorated sherd assemblage (5.2 percent, and 25 percent of the 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
in parts of East Texas during the Middle Caddo period (see Perttula 2013).
Table 7. Summary of the ceramic sherd assemblage from the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Temper/  N %
Decorative Method
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Grog temper 813 88.7
????????????????? ??? ???
Bone temper 78 8.5
Subtotal, sherds analyzed 917 100.0
  for temper 
Utility Ware
 Appliqued 7 1.8
 Brushed 55 14.4
 Brushed-Incised 13 3.4
 Brushed-Incised-Punctated 1 0.3
 Brushed-Punctated 2 0.5
 Incised 124 32.3
 Incised-Punctated 17 4.5
 Punctated 84 21.9
Subtotal, Utility Ware 303 79.1
Fine Ware
? ????????? ??? ????
 Slipped 20 5.2
Subtotal, Fine Ware 80 20.9
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Totals, Decorated sherds 383 100.0 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
???????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????
 Analyses of the character of ancestral Caddo ceramic sherd assemblages from 41 different compo-
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
ratio of brushed sherds to other wet paste decorated sherds (Table 8). These analyses have led to the 
recognition of six temporal sequent groups of assemblages, dating from as early as ca. A.D. 1000-1200 in 
the Early Caddo period (Group VI) to Historic Caddo ceramic assemblages (Group I) that date after ca. 
??????????
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Table 8. Comparative sherd assemblage data from Lake Palestine Caddo sites, nearby Caddo sites, 
and the M. S. Roberts site in the upper Neches River basin.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Site No. of Dec. %Brushed %bone-  %Wet-paste P/DR Brushed/Wet
 Sherds  temper  decorations  paste ratio
_________________________________________________________________________________________
????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????
41CE421* 1805 88.1 5.4 7.8 0.28 8.5
????????? ???? ????? ???? ???? ????? ????
???????????? ???? ????? ???? ???? ????? ????
41CE354* 474 82.7 3.1 8.9 0.20 8.14
?????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
??????? ???? ????? ?? ???? ????? ????
41AN1 295 83.1 5.1 7.1 0.19 7.21
41CE324 188 81.9 3.2 7.3 0.48 11.0
???????? ???? ????? ?? ????? ????? ???
Debro 311 80.0 ? 10.3 0.14 7.75
41SM91 191 75.9 0.7 14.7 0.51 5.18
41AN21* 133 75.9 1.1 17.1 0.30 5.32
???????? ???? ????? ?? ????? ????? ????
  Sherman
A. C. Saunders 5805 74.5 15.5 14.4 0.21 5.30
41AN8* 98 70.4 3.3 18.3 0.55 3.83
??????? ???? ????? ????? ????? ????? ????
???????????????????????????????? ?????????????
????????????? ????? ????? ?? ????? ????? ????
???????? ????? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
???????? ????? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
????????? ????? ????? ????? ????? ????? ????
GROUP IV, earliest Frankston phase, ca. A.D. 1400-1480
??????? ???? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
41HE4/55** 70 51.4 ? 40.0 1.54 1.29
??????? ??? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
Tomato Patch 912 49.2 ? 41.7 1.50 1.21
??????? ???? ????? ????? ????? ????? ????
41SM88 95 37.9 ? 49.5 1.53 1.31
?????????????? ???? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
  site***
????????????? ????? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
41AN7 119 35.3 3.5 35.3 2.11 1.0
Mitchell, D 54 32.1 0.0 33.3 1.37 1.50
41HE337? ???? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
GROUP V, Middle Caddo period, ca. A.D. 1200-1400
??????? ???? ????? ?? ????? ????? ????
M. S. Roberts 383 18.6 11.4 60.6 2.05 0.29
???????? ???? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
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Table 8. Comparative sherd assemblage data from Lake Palestine Caddo sites, nearby Caddo sites, 
and the M. S. Roberts site in the upper Neches River basin, cont.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Site No. of Dec. %Brushed %bone-  %Wet-paste P/DR Brushed/Wet
 Sherds  temper  decorations  paste ratio
_________________________________________________________________________________________
GROUP V, Middle Caddo period, ca. A.D. 1200-1400, cont.
?????? ???? ????? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
???????? ??? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
???????? ??? ????? ???? ????? ????? ????
???????? ??? ????? ????? ????? ????? ????
?????????????? ???? ????? ????? ????? ????? ????
41SM273, Z3 155 9.7 32.3 73.5 3.80 0.13
OLDEST SITE: GROUP VI, Early Caddo period, ca. A.D. 1000-1200
?????????? ??? ??? ???? ????? ????? ????? ????
??????? ??? ???? ?? ????? ????? ????
_________________________________________________________________________________________
P/DR=plain to decorated sherd ratio
*sites with Patton Engraved sherds
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
***unrecorded site in the Caddo Creek valley
?=information not provided in Anderson et al. (1974)
 This seriation suggests that the principal ancestral Caddo occupation of the M. S. Roberts site took 
place during the Middle Caddo period (see Table 8). This is based primarily on the relatively low proportion 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the low ratio of brushed sherds to other wet paste sherds (0.29). None of the earliest Late Caddo period 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
almost all have P/DR values less than 1.54, and have brushed to other wet paste sherd ratios that range from 
???????????????????????????
 Two burned mud dauber nest fragments come from ancestral habitation contexts at the M. S. Roberts 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of the southeastern part of the mound (see Figure 2). The other is a much larger fragment with at least two 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
of a burned structure context in Unit 1, Zone 2b (see Figure 5b).
 In addition to one piece of ferruginous sandstone fore-cracked rock from Unit 1 (20-30 cm bs), three 
ground stone tools have been recovered from mound and non-mound contexts at the M. S. Roberts site 
(Table 9). The ground stone tools—all on a local ferruginous sandstone—include a mano fragment from 10 
cm bs in Unit 1, a mano fragment from 10-20 cm bs in Unit 1, and a mano/pitted stone from Unit 2.
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Figure 10. Mud dauber nest fragment from Unit 1, Zone 2b.
Table 9. Lithic artifacts from January 2016 investigations at the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Provenience Lithic Debris Ground stone FCR N
(cm bs)
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Surface 4 - - 4
???????????? ?? ?? ?? ?
????????????? ?? ?? ?? ?
ST 34, 20-40 1 - - 1
ST 35, 0-20 2 - - 2
ST 35, 20-40 2 - - 2
???????????? ?? ?? ?? ?
ST 42, 0-20 1 - - 1
ST 44, 20-40 1 - - 1
Unit 1, 0-10 1 1 - 2
Unit 1, 10-20 2 1 - 3
?????????????? ?? ?? ?? ?
Unit 2, 0-10 2 - - 2
?????????????? ?? ?? ?? ?
Unit 2, 20-30 3 - - 3
Unit 2, 30-40 3 - - 3
Unit 2, 40-50 2 1 - 3
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Totals 41 3 1 45
_________________________________________________________________________________________
????????????????????
 The lithic debris in the assemblage (see Table 9) is predominantly comprised of pieces knapped from 
chert raw materials (80 percent), much of which was either available in Neches River gravels to the east 
of the site, or in stream gravels in drainages to the west of the Neches River. The cherts are of various 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
cal), gray (n=12, 17 percent cortical), light gray (n=2, 0 percent cortical), dark grayish-brown (n=1, 0 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
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cal), dark brown (n=1, 100 percent cortical), reddish-brown (n=1, 0 percent cortical), brown (n=1, 100 
percent cortical), bluish-gray (n=1, 0 percent cortical), and white (n=1, 0 percent cortical). Also found in 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
 Animal bones and charred plant remains are not abundant in the archaeological deposits at the M. S. 
Roberts site (Table 10). What is preserved includes deer bones and teeth, charred nutshells, and various 
pieces of wood charcoal either from non-mound habitation contexts south of the mound or at various 
depths in Unit 1 in the northern mound lobe. Five samples of either charred nutshells or unburned animal 
bone and teeth have been submitted to D-AMS (Seattle, Washington) for conventional AMS radiocarbon 
dating of mound and non-mound habitation deposits.
Table 10. Animal bones and charred plant remains from the M. S. Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Provenience AB-burned AB-unburned NS WC N
(cm bs)
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Surface 2 1 - - 3
ST 34, 20-40 1 - - - 1
????????????? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?
????????????? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?
Unit 1, 10-20 1 - - - 1
Unit 1, 20-30 1 - - 4 5
Unit 1, 30-35 - - - 5 5
Unit 1, 37 - 4 - - 4
Unit 1, 54 - 7 - - 7
Unit 1, 77 3 - - - 3
Unit 1, 80 - - - 11 11
Unit 2, 20-30 - - 3 4 7
Unit 2, 30-40 - - 3 1 4
Unit 2, 40-50 - - 2 10 12
_________________________________________________________________________________________
??????? ?? ??? ??? ??? ??
_________________________________________________________________________________________
????????????????????????????? ???????????????
Summary and Conclusions
 Archaeological investigations were continued at the M. S. Roberts site (41HE8) in the upper Neches 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Duncan P. McKinnon (University of Central Arkansas, see elsewhere in this volume) and further aerial 
survey work by Arlo McKee (University of Texas-Dallas). This work was done with the permission and 
support of Jim and Denise Renfroe, the landowners.
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 The archaeological work summarized herein focused on delimiting intact non-mound habitation 
areas at the site as well as investigating the northern and southern ends of the mound (to a depth of ca. 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
remains. The character of the decorated ceramic sherds in this work, as well as previous investigations, 
at the site suggest that the M. S. Roberts site was occupied during the Middle Caddo period, perhaps in 
the 14th????????? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
plant remains and stains, as well as a large piece from a mud dauber nest, and this zone appears to rep-
resent the remains of a burned Caddo structure near the top of the mound. Mound zones were a combi-
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
character from one end of the mound to the other, except that no evidence for burned Caddo structures 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
intact habitation deposits, including ceramic pipe sherds and a second piece of a burned mud dauber nest. 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
be at least one ancestral Caddo structure in this part of the M. S. Roberts site. While there are no midden 
deposits preserved here, small amounts of charred plant remains (i.e., nutshells and wood charcoal) were 
recovered throughout the archaeological deposits, along with ceramic vessel sherds and evidence of stone 
tool knapping.
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Appendix 1, The Walter Brigham Site (41HE410)
Bo Nelson, Mark Walters, Kevin Stingley, and Timothy K. Perttula
 The Walter Brigham site (41HE410) is an ancestral Caddo site located a short distance east of the 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
north of Caddo Creek in the upper Neches River basin, in an attempt to determine the spatial extent of 
the M. S. Roberts site.
 This site is on a grass-covered lower ridge slope of an upland landform (400 ft. amsl), about 200 m 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??????????????????????????-
ments. The surface reconnaissance of the landform indicates the site covers a ca. 110 x 130 m area (3.5 
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
face archeological deposits.
? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Caddo ceramic vessel sherds and 12 pieces of lithic debris. The ceramic sherds are from grog (n=13, 81 
percent) and grog-bone (n=3, 19 percent)-tempered vessels. There are six plain body sherds, one grog-
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
horizontal engraved line beneath the lip and a body sherd with parallel engraved lines. The utility ware 
sherds include a body sherd with a single straight incised line and six body sherds with parallel brushing 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
?????????????????????????
? ?????????????????????????????????????????? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
grayish-brown (n=1), brownish-gray (n=1), white (n=1), and blackish-gray (n=1) colors. These chert raw 
materials were probably gathered from gravels in the Neches River, or came from sources in the Trinity 
River and other western stream beds.
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?????????????????????????????????????????????
????????? ?????????????????????????
Timothy K. Perttula, Mark Walters, and Bo Nelson
? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
north side of Caddo Creek, another surface collection of ancestral Caddo artifacts was obtained from the 
M. S. Roberts site (41HE8). The collection, described herein, has 121 ceramic vessel sherds, one chipped 
?????????????????????????????????????????????????
Ceramic Vessel Sherds
? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
and the remainder are from bone-tempered vessels.
Table A2-1. Ceramic vessel sherds recovered in the February 2016 surface collection at the M. S. 
Roberts site.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Ware Grog-tempered Bone-tempered N
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Plain 73 11 84
Utility 22 2 24
Fine 11 2 13
_________________________________________________________________________________________
??????? ???? ??? ???
_________________________________________________________________________________________
 The most common utility wares in this assemblage from the M. S. Roberts site—and in this assem-
blage for the site as a whole (see below)—have incised and punctated decorative elements (Table A2-2). 
The most distinctive sherd from an incised vessel has eight-to-left drawn diagonal incised lines on the 
??????????????????? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tations. Brushed rim and body sherds comprise only 10.8 percent of the decorated sherds in this assem-
blage, and there are also two sherds (one from a carinated bowl) from incised-punctated vessels (Figure 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
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?????? ???????????????? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
February 2016 surface collection.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Decorative method and Rim Body N
decorative element
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Utility Ware
Appliqued
????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
Brushed
horizontal brushed 1 - 1
parallel brushed - 3 3
Incised
diagonal incised lines 1 - 1
opposed incised lines - 3 3
parallel incised lines - 1 1
straight incised line - 1 1
Incised-Punctated
????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
Punctated
????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
tool punctated rows - 5 5
Fine Ware
Engraved
closely-spaced parallel engraved lines - 2 2
closely-spaced curvilinear engraved lines 1 - 1
opposed engraved lines - 1 1
parallel engraved lines - 1 1
??????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
??????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?? ?? ?
  engraved lines
Slipped
int./ext. red-slipped - 1 1
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Totals 3 34 37
_________________________________________________________________________________________
 ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????
rubbed in the lines. One engraved sherd has opposed lines (see Figure A2-1f), while two others are from 
??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
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A2-1d), likely from a Poynor Engraved, var. Cook??????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????var. 
Blackburn, var. Cook, and var. Lang vessels in the upper Neches River basin (see Perttula 2011:Figure 
???????????????????
? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????
site, 91 percent of the analyzed sherds are from grog or grog-bone-tempered vessels (Table A2-3). Of the 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????-
tive elements (representing 53.3 percent of the total number of decorated sherds in the assemblage), and 
sherds with brushing—as the sole decorative method or in combination with incised or punctated ele-
ments—comprise only 17.8 percent of the decorated sherds from the M. S. Roberts site.
??????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
???????????????????????????????????????????
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Table A2-3. Summary of the ceramic sherd assemblage from the M. S. Roberts site, including the 
February 2016 surface collection.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Temper/ N %
Decorative Method
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Grog temper 919 88.5
????????????????? ??? ???
Bone temper 93 9.0
Subtotal, sherds analyzed for temper 1038 100.0
Utility Ware
 Appliqued 8 1.9
 Brushed 59 14.0
 Brushed-Incised 13 3.1
 Brushed-Incised-Punctated 1 0.2
 Brushed-Punctated 2 0.5
 Incised 132 31.4
 Incised-Punctated 20 4.8
 Punctated 92 21.9
Subtotal, Utility Ware 327 77.9
Fine Ware
 Engraved 72 17.1
 Slipped 21 5.0
Subtotal, Fine Ware 93 22.1
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Totals, Decorated sherds 420 100.0
_________________________________________________________________________________________
???????????????????????????????????? ???????????????????????????????????????????????
? ????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
vessels, including carinated bowls and bottles (see Table A2-3). They represent 22.1 percent of the 
decorated sherds in the assemblage as a whole. A few of the engraved sherds have an ochre-rich red clay 
pigment rubbed in the engraved lines.
Chipped Stone Artifacts
? ??????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
edge. The use-worn edge is 10.2+ mm in length. Four of the recovered pieces of lithic debris are chert, 
probably of non-local origin of different colors: reddish-gray (n=1), brownish-gray (n=1), gray (n=1), 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
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Summary and Conclusions
 This appendix describes the ceramic vessel sherds and chipped stone artifacts recovered at the M. S. 
???????????????? ???? ????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
found in this surface collection are much the same as those documented in all previous archaeological 
investigations at the site, beginning with those by A. T. Jackson in 1931, and provide a more robust as-
semblage of the material culture remains made and used by ancestral Caddo peoples at this 14th to early 
15th century A.D. site in the upper Neches River basin in East Texas.
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